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Abstract 
This paper studies on how enterprise architecture (EA) is used as a tool to assist 
organizational reform. In particular, we examine how institutional factors 
influencing organization change process through an EA project. We conduct a 
qualitative case study and use institutional theory as a lens to analyze data from an 
organization. This analysis offers insights about how exogenous and endogenous 
factors influence organizational change, and how organizational structures get 
shaped, diffused, and institutionalized. Our study provides understanding how 
stakeholders are involved in project activities in multiple levels and phases of the 
institutionalization process; namely innovation phase, theorization phase, diffusion 
phase, and institutionalization phase. 
Keywords: Enterprise architecture, institutional theory, organizational change, organization 
reform, institutionalization. 
 
Introduction 
Nowadays many organizations have adapted enterprise architecture (EA) approach to develop their 
operations. For example, EA is used for strategic planning, IT planning, and business-IT alignment 
(Azevedo et al., 2015; Magoulas et al., 2012; Ross, 2009; Simon et al., 2014; Winter, 2010). As a 
corollary, EA has gained attention from the researchers and practitioners (Dang & Pekkola, 2017b). 
However, majority of the EA literature focuses on EA itself, not on its use or organizational 
implementation (Dang & Pekkola, 2017b; Simon et al., 2013). For example, little emphasis has been put 
on how EA projects influence organizational change process (Dang & Pekkola, 2017b; Dang, 2017). 
This ignorance is noteworthy as EA implementation influences organizational practices significantly.  
An implementation of IT into an organization initiates changes in functions or organizational forms 
(Volkoff et al., 2007). There are several aspects on organizational change, such as context, processes, 
and outcomes in multiple organizational levels (e.g., organizational, sub-system, or sector level) 
(Kuipers et al., 2014). IS studies have revealed a wide range of interactions between IT and 
organizations changes (Forman et al., 2014; Orlikowski & Yates, 2006; Volkoff et al., 2007). For 
example, the impact of IS in changing nature of work (Aanestad et al., 2014; Leonardi, 2014), IS and 
innovation (Mani et al., 2014; Mani et al., 2014), IS driven change in organizations (Nordheim & 
Päivärinta, 2006; Rukanova et al., 2009), and many others (Volkoff & Strong, 2013; Volkoff et al., 
2007).  
However, these studies tend to focus on change mechanisms or motors of change (Van de Ven & Poole, 
1995). In other word, they try to explain the change in organization. However, this paper focuses on the 
factors influencing the institutionalization process. We investigate the change through an EA project, 
the analysis ranging from organization level to individual level, thus following Kuipers et al. (2014) 
suggestion. Our study thus provides better understanding about the complex layers of organizational 
change and its management. In this paper, we thus examine the role of EA in institutionalization process 
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in an organization. We try to understand institutional pressures and their contextual conditions when 
an organization employs EA projects. We also examine how institutional factors may influence the 
change in organizations, how organization started to change under the EA project, and how those 
changes diffuse. Our research questions are: “How EA project influences organizational change process 
and what are institutional pressures there?” 
We conduct a qualitative case study in a large EA project. The data is collected from semi-structured 
interviews from EA project key persons. The interviews are supplemented by secondary data such as 
project plans, project proposals, regulations, and news and official announcements in the government 
sites. We employ institutional theory as a lens as it provides an appropriate means to examine both 
exogenous and endogenous factors to understand the process of change in the organization (Scott, 
1995). The chosen approach also supports the societal characteristics view in IS (Orlikowski & Barley, 
2001). We contribute to literature by providing in-depth understanding about how institutional factors 
impacts organizational change. For example, how internal and external pressures influence 
stakeholders and their activities in the EA project, further leading to broader organizational changes.  
The paper continues with background section. It is following by research settings and methods section. 
Then we present our empirical findings, and the paper continues with discussion part. The paper ends 
with a concluding chapter. 
Background 
Institutional theory and EA research 
IS scholars use institutional theory to study how different changes take place in organizations (e.g., 
institutionalization process) and how institutions impact other institutions, structures or other 
organizations (e.g., institutional effects) (Jepperson, 1991; Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). While the former 
seems to gained little attention from the researchers, the latter is more broadly studied (Mignerat & 
Rivard, 2009; Weiss et al., 2013). According to Weiss et al. (2013), this is because institutionalization 
process studies tend to focus on micro level analysis in organizations, such as on individuals or groups. 
This results the studies being context specific. Few studies on institutionalization processes include 
Swanson and Ramiller (1997) who studied the diffusion and applicableness of new IS through the 
institutional view, while Avgerou (2002, 2000) focused on institutionalization within an organization. 
Yet these studies did not provide a comprehensive view to external and internal pressures in the 
organizational change. We aim at studying this process of forming organizational structures and 
procedures through an EA project. 
Regarding to EA studies using institutional theory, there seems not to be many studies using it as an 
analytical lens (Dang & Pekkola, 2017a). The few exceptions, however, focus more on the outcomes of 
EA rather than the process of change. These include the studies focusing on legitimacy of EA 
frameworks (Magnusson & Nilsson, 2006) and problems related to EA in organizations (Hjort-Madsen 
& Gøtze, 2004). Moreover, some scholars examined the impact factors on EA adoption, including 
government and political factors influencing EA development (Hjort-Madsen, 2006, 2007) and 
management and organization factor impacting EA adoption (Hjort-Madsen & Pries-Heje, 2009; 
Janssen & Hjort-Madsen, 2007). 
There are some studies focuses on micro level analysis using institutional lens in EA research. For 
example, Dang and Pekkola (2016a, 2016b) examined how institutionalization process is shaped by 
institutional factors in different phases of EA projects, and proposed possible solutions for emerging 
problems. Iyamu (2009) focused on challenges in EA institutionalization and identified some 
challenges being related to both business aspects and technology perspectives. Weiss and colleagues 
(Aier & Weiss, 2012; Weiss et al., 2013) studied the influences of institutional factors on the EA 
institutionalization in relation to effectiveness. They identified several factors, such as stakeholders 
trust, organizational governance, and enforcement potentially having an impact to processes. 
Yet these researches do not provide understanding how EA project activities influence organizational 
change and what are the external and internal institutional pressures there. We thus focus on this gap 
to understand different institutional perspectives in organizations, and how they can conform to 
environment for securing resources and increasing competitiveness, and ultimately, helping them to 
survive. 
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Theoretical Framework 
Institutional pressures and organizational change 
Institutional theory has been used in IS in order to understand “how institutions influence the design, 
use, and consequences of technologies, either within or across organizations” (Orlikowski & Barley, 
2001:153). The theory provides understandings about “the processes and mechanisms by which 
structures, schemas, rules, and routines become established as authoritative guidelines for social 
behaviour,” (Scott, 2005:408). Institutions in intuitional theory can be understood, as Scott (1995:33) 
asserts: “Institutions consist of cognitive, normative, and regulative structures and activities that 
provide stability and meaning to social behavior. Institutions are transported by various carriers 
cultures, structures, and routines and they operate at multiple levels of jurisdiction.” 
Organizations lean to legislations, norms, culture, and societal behaviour to achieve legitimacy  for their 
survival (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;  Scott, 2005). As a result, organizations look like others in terms of 
structures and procedures, for instance. This refers to isomorphism in institutional theory (DiMaggio 
& Powell, 1983). The theory thus provides a lens to explain the change in organizations.  There are 
three main isomorphic mechanisms whose occurrence influences organizational change (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983). First, coercive pressure or regulative pillar (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995), occur 
when organizations change their operations, behaviour, or practices to comply with different formal 
and informal pressures, such as competition from other organizations, or legislative pressure from the 
government (c.f. Pishdad et al., 2014). Second, mimetic pressure or cultural-cognitive pillar (DiMaggio 
& Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995), occurs when organizations from other organizations, for example in their 
activities, behaviour, or procedures to maintain their position in competition, to reduce rivalry, and to 
be more successful or legitimate (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Third, normative pressure, or normative 
pillar (Scott, 1995; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), emerge from the pressure of professional groups driving 
and influencing organizational change as the organization’s stakeholders tend to mimic their colleagues 
and their behaviour and activities (Palthe, 2014).  
We use these mechanisms of institutional theory as a lens to study different activities and behaviour in 
an EA project to understand how they influence the organizational change. In other word, the 
relationship between organizational structure and societal environment during the EA project 
implementation is studied. This analysis helps us to understand both internal and external institutional 
pressures during the organizational change (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). In our case, that is described later, 
the EA related organization change was driven by national administrative reform. It stresses that, “[…] 
encouraging state agencies in using IT and communication technologies in their operations and 
services between and among the agencies, and in-between the agencies and citizen and enterprises 
[…] (VN, 2011:6) and “[…] using IT in the state agencies’ operations, supporting information and 
public services for citizen and enterprises in order to improve transparency and quality of services” 
(QD1605/QD-TTg, 2010:1).  These suggestions, along with other factors, influenced the state agencies. 
They responded by reforming their administrative procedure, particularly in the services provision 
sections. During the response process, new organizational structures and procedures were invented and 
shaped. Those new structures and procedures influenced old, non-changed ones. This sets our starting 
point as we try to understand how the processes of establishing new structures and procedures formed 
through the adoption of EA project. We also consider other competitive forces potentially affecting 
project activities and further the organization (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991). For example, we 
monitored a national index, which measures the use of IT applications in the agencies, and whether it 
improved due to the organizational change by the project’s activities. In this paper, the terms 
“organizational change” and “organizational reform” are used interchangeably.  
Institutionalization process 
IS scholar have used institutional theory to study organizational change and appropriate processes 
(Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). Two institutional processes are identified in the IS literature. The first 
category is institutionalization process, which studies how institutions are formed in different stages of 
organizational change (Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). For instance, how different institutional factors 
influence the IS innovations (Wang & Swanson, 2007) or how users change their behavior after the IS 
project implementation (Cousins & Robey, 2005). The second category focuses on how institutions 
influence other organizations or their structures (Jepperson, 1991; Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). For 
example, how highly regulated organizations tend to have similar IS configurations (Gosain, 2004), or 
how organizational policies influence IS implementation (Kaushik & AparnaRaman, 2014). 
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In this paper, we focus on institutionalization process under an EA project. We analyze factors and they 
influence on the project from individuals and organizational viewpoints. This approach allows us to 
understand the insights of the project activities in multiple organizational levels (Dacin et al., 2002;  
Tolbert & Zucker, 1996). Also, it allows us to student the institutionalization process which may have 
been less attractive in the literature (Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). Although there are several approaches 
to illustrate and analyze institutionalization, two approaches stand out, namely, Tolbert and Zucker 
(1996) and Greenwood and colleagues (2002). Although they greatly resemble each other, their main 
difference is that while Tolder and Zucker’s (1996) pay attention on the institutionalization of new 
institutions or structures, Greenwood and colleagues’ (2002) focus on how old structures or institutions 
become deinstitutionalization. 
Besides, Mignerat and Rivard (2009) also suggest five stages of institutionalization. Those are 
innovation, theorization, diffusion, institutionalization, and deinstitutionalization stage. Innovation 
stage occurs when the jolts in the institutional environment influence current institutions or structures. 
This leads to news approaches or ideas to emerge, and possibilities to change. The sources of jolts could 
be social, technology, or legislations. Innovation stage introduces solutions (e.g., new structures, 
institutions) in response to challenges or problems that the organization faced. The scope of these 
solutions are very organization-specific at this stage. Theorization stage start with assessing those new 
structures or institutions from previous stage. It includes explaining, justifying, abstracting, and 
elaborating all possible features. These activities legitimate new structures and institutions  (Tolbert & 
Zucker, 1996). This means new solutions comply with current norms. Next stage is diffusion, when new 
structures or institutions are legitimized, and diffused in the organization (Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). 
In the institutionalization stage, new activities and behavior are considered as taken-for-granted. 
Finally the organization begins the deinstitutionalization stage after the earlier institutionalization has 
remained alive for a period of time (Mignerat & Rivard, 2009). Next we will examine this process of 
institutionalization and different EA project activities to investigate broader organizational change. 
Research Method 
We adapt qualitative case study approach because it helps us to understand organizational context and 
its social and historical of incidents (Myers, 2009; Stake, 2005). It also allows us to understand internal 
and external factors that are challenging to quantify, such as organizational rules, stakeholders’ 
behavior, their activities and cultural context, and different contradictions (Stake, 2005). Furthermore, 
qualitative case study approach helps us to understand the change process and institutional change 
(Dacin et al., 2002). 
Data collection 
The data is derived from an EA project in a local government (later Ceta). The case is chosen for several 
reasons. First, it fits well with our objectives as the EA project in Ceta was established as a response to 
the master program on the state administration reform, obligated by the central government in 
September 2012 (VN, 2011) and encouraged by a master plan about using ICT in state agencies to 
enhance electronic government (QD1605/QD-TTg, 2010). As a result, the changes happening at Ceta 
and its EA project allowed us to study institutionalization process, understand the factors influencing 
those processes, and further to understand the roles of EA in the organizational change as a result of 
internal and external institutional pressures. Figure 1.a illustrates the structure of Ceta and the scope of 
EA project ranging from level 1 to level 3: administration (e.g., central), about 34 department and 
district (thereafter Dept.) and 168 sections (e.g., sub departments, sub districts, and communes), 
around 1300 services. 
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Cetal province
Administration
Department 1..n District 1..k
Sub- dept. 1..m
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Sub. Dist./
commune 1..i
Central 
government
Level 0
...
 
(a) Structure and scope of the EA project 
Ceta 
administration
Dept./Dist. 1
Dept./Dist. 
2
Dept./Dist. 
n
Sub-dept./
dist. 1...1
Sub-dept./
dist. 1...m
Sub-dept./
dist. n...1
Sub-dept./
dist. n...k
customer
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Central 
government
Level 0
...
 
(b) Services model before the EA project 
Figure 1. The administrative structure (a) and services model before the project 
implementation (b) 
Second, the project is important Ceta in terms of budget and potential impact. As the project covers 
several agencies and its public services civil servants, the project could affect up to 2 million inhabitants, 
directly or indirectly communicating with the government. The project budget was about 27 million 
euros. Once implemented, it was estimated that the changes would influence the way both service 
provider (e.g., civil servants in the government) and customers (e.g., citizens and enterprises) act and 
behave toward services. Figure 1.b illustrates the services model in Ceta before the EA project was 
started. Here the customers have to approach different agencies for different services; they have to fill 
in numerous forms on paper; and they may also have to visit agencies physically multiple times, causing 
inconveniences and even increasing corruption. For example, if a needed service is related to three 
departments, the customers have to go to all departments to get their service. Moreover, internal 
procedures in Ceta (e.g., procedures within and among agencies) faced several problems due to 
fragmentation, disconnections and lacks of interoperability. This lead to ineffective and inefficient 
public administration and services. 
 
Interviewees (job role, number of interviews) Selected main secondary sources 
 Bond (CIO, 2) 
 Austin (Project manager, 2) 
 Isaac (Enterprise architect, 1) 
 Henry (Enterprise architect, 1) 
 Paul (EA worker, 1) 
 Peter (IT specialist, 1) 
 Ronald (Civil servant, 1) 
 Ramsey (Civil servant, 1) 
 Project plans 
 Project proposals 
 Project reports 
 Deliverables reports 
 Project diaries and internal meetings 
 Regulations and news in official sites 
Table 1. The Main Data Source 
 
Third, Ceta provided as a full access to the project. Table 1 lists our data sources: we interviewed the 
stakeholders, who directly have participated in the project or were affected by the project activities, and 
we got several documents as secondary data sources. The interviewees included CIO, project manager, 
EA team members and users. We conducted eight interviews, ranging from 45 to 60 minutes, in summer 
2015 and 2 interviews in August 2016. Those were audio-recorded and transcribed. We first interviewed 
CIO to understand the project’s activities and different stakeholders’ roles. Then we identified 
appropriate stakeholders being involved in the project for future interviews. We also used the guidance 
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of Walsham (2009) to identify the saturation point so that we could decide when adequate amount of 
data is collected, that is adding new informants would not provide new insights. 
In addition to formal interviews and secondary data, we discussed with people being familiar with the 
EA project in Ceta (e.g., project members and leaders). This helped us to gain understanding about the 
political, social, and contextual issues of the project. Consequently we used triangulation technique 
(Stake, 2005) to minimize bias. 
Data analysis 
We transcribed the interviews by using both axial and open coding. Then we used interpretive research 
approach as guided by Walsham (2006), and used the lens of institutional theory to analyze the data. 
ATLAS.TI was used to help us in this endeavor. We moved smoothly between the interview transcripts, 
secondary data sources, and open coding technique for identifying the issue. We also used axial coding 
to form larger categories. Several themes emerged during the coding. They include, for example, 
external pressures, influence from the leaders, and the influences of rules. These themes were identified 
and compared in several sources. We also checked inconsistencies in the interviews and documents.  
As we used qualitative approach, several techniques were used for justifying our approach. First, we 
used triangulation technique in data collection to minimize bias (Stake, 2005). Second, we used the 
approach of Walsham (2006) and Klein and Myers (1999) for conducting and evaluating interpretive 
data. Finally, the authors discussed the findings for insights about the data. 
Findings: Organizational change and Enterprise architecture 
Next we will present project activities and their relations to organizational changes that occurred during 
the EA project. We particularly focus on changes related to services and organizational structures, and 
how the stakeholders respond to those. It should be noted that the central government (Level 0, Figure 
1) had master plan on reform administrative activities and suggested that using ICT in state agencies is 
one of their key priority (VN, 2011;  QD 1605/QD-TTg, 2010). However, those master plans did not have 
any formal regulations or obligation to apply EA. In other words, the organizations chose EA approach 
by themselves, from their own reasons.  
The changes in Ceta started with senior managers deciding to reform current situation in services 
providers section – as illustration in Figure 1. The idea was to improve citizens and enterprises 
convenience, and make administrative procedures effective, efficient and transparent. The CIO said, “… 
speeding up the administrative reforms and using IT in the agencies by utilizing EA project to transform 
paper-based services to on-line services reduced the number of times the customers have to go to the 
agencies for their services”. As a result, they decided to use EA project to assist their objectives in all 
levels of administration. This evidently indicates that the role of senior managers was very important in 
term of choosing EA, and not something else, such as enterprise resource planning or other 
management approaches. Table 2 shows the main project timeline, its activities and change status 
during the EA project adoption. There are four main phases, first one staring in September 2012, the 
first five new models were established in June 2013 with 457 services, then expanded to 15 models and 
965 services in March 2014, and finally legitimized by the Premier Minister in October 2015. 
 
Timeline Main activities Change status 
2012.9 - 
2013.6 
Proposed centralized model for services (CPS) 
and standardized procedures and selected 
services (e.g., internal and external). 
No physical or operational changes 
but plans and documents how to do 
them. 
2013.6 - 
2014.3 
1 CPS in level 1 (Fig.1a) and 5 CPS in level 2 
(Fig.1a) were successfully established 
Reformed, standardized and went live 457 
services.  
Changes in Central administration 
(level 1 in Fig 1.a) and 5 department 
(level 2 in Fig.1a). 
2014.3 - 
2015.10 
Expanded 15 CPS. 
Reformed, standardized and went live 965 
services. 
Change in 15 agencies. 
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2015.10 -  
The central government approved the CPS 
model, and it became approved and applicable 
to all state agencies. 
Time to process the applications was reduced 
by 70%  in comparison to previous model. 
The change was approved by central 
government. 
Centralized of services and other 
agencies must apply new model by 
the end of 2015. 
Table 2. The changing status and main project activities in Ceta 
 
The project was initiated in September 2012 by deputy director of the IT department. However, project 
responsibility was quickly adopted by the officials, appointing Ceta deputy mayor as project manager. 
The EA team was granted permissions to use all necessary resources within Ceta-region (e.g., from Level 
1 to Level 3; Figure 1). For example, the project management unit was allowed to order human resources 
from other departments, even the head of department, and they were able to recruit high skilled people 
at any time (QD3152, 2012). The lack of common approaches and standards in EA practices led to 
several difficulties and challenges when choosing tools, techniques, and approaches. Those included, 
for example, issues in utilizing the new model for services under the EA project, reforming 
administrative procedures, and dealing with legacy systems. To cope with these concerns, Ceta hired an 
external consultant to propose new solutions and conduct feasibility study assessments. They also 
organized business trip to other areas where similar projects had been deployed. 
 
 
Ceta 
administration
Dept./Dist. 
1
Dept./Dist. 
2
Dept./Dist. 
n
Sub-dept./
dist. 1...1
Sub-dept./
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Level 2
Level 3
Central 
government
Level 0
...
 
Figure 2. The new model for services at Ceta (CPS model) 
 
This movement helped Ceta to facilitate their work as they were expected to deploy the new model, 
affecting numerous agencies and stakeholders. This was because the department leaders participated 
the project and provided project teams to solve different problems. It also helped that they were able to 
choose appropriate services for experimentations, later being standardized in their departments. This 
resulted they work focusing on the standardization of services. During that time, the project team also 
proposed a new model for public services (CPS). The model solved the problems of old model: for 
instance, earlier certain services were provided only by one agency. Now this agency became a proxy-
agency, where employees come from related departments. Customers just have to go to a proxy agency 
for their services once (Figure 2). The PM stated, “This [CPS] model not only differs from the old model, 
but it also differs from some recent electronic government models. For example, the model of ‘one stop 
government’ received the customers’ applications in administrative section, and then they transfer the 
application to other departments and agencies. On the other hand, [our model] received and processed 
applications at CPS, that is, instructing, checking, receiving, processing, deciding and returning the 
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result at CPS. This means we eliminated ‘intermediate’ steps that just passed the applications from 
department and agency to other”. 
Those improvements and problems related to the organizational change (e.g., services procedures 
changes, management changes) were identified and monitored by senior managers through the project 
team members and local leaders within organizations (e.g., senior managers, department leaders). 
Their activities were influenced by legislations and policies from the central government related to using 
ICT in state agencies 
From June 2013 to March 2014, Ceta established four CPS in four departments (Level 2), one in the 
administration central (Level 1) and published 457 services (Table 2). At CPS, all procedures and 
services protocols were monitored by a civil servant in charge. All services were put online and senior 
managers were able to manage every step of each application. On the customers’ side, they were now 
had to only one CPS for their service. An enterprise architect articulated, “Our management activities 
for service provision completely changed with CPS. First, our new slogan in CPS is ‘services provision 
with highest citizen satisfaction’. It indicates that our staff have to change their attitude, improve 
professional skills, and gain training carefully. Second, now citizens can directly assess the person-in-
charge of their applications. Third, top officials are able to know the status of every application at any 
time. They also know the status of each departments or sections so that they can make appropriate 
decisions or solutions”. This indicates that the change management activities are significantly different 
in comparison to previous model. The changing processes received positive feedback from the citizens. 
However, the department employees did not welcome the new model. This was because they perceived 
the chances of losing their jobs increased as the new model required less manpower than the old one. 
This became emphasized as all activities related to the citizens’ applications were recorded so that the 
responsible person (e.g., managers) were able to control every action (e.g., monitoring and managing 
the processes). The data analysis revealed that those problems were solved by the department leaders. 
For instance, employees were moved to other sections or even laid off if their performance and customer 
satisfaction did not meet the expectations.   
The new model received positive responses from both customers and leaders. As a result, the number 
of CPS expanded to 15 and number of services to 965. The model become an example in Vietnam in 
terms of how to use IT in the state agencies to support administrative procedure reform, improve 
effectiveness and efficiency in organizational operations, and increase transparency of the  public sector. 
The project report summarized this as, “CPS in central administration processed 38.890 applications 
within the on-time-rate almost 99%. 14 CPS in the departments processed 110.280 applications and 
their on-time-rate was more than 98%... The time to process the applications reduced 70% in 
comparison to previous model. For example the applications in investment certifications reduced from 
25 working days to 7-10 days, application in the place of investment reduced from 40 working days 
to nine days”. In that sense, the EA project contributed to organizational change in ways that the 
organization provides their services and communicates with their customers. It also helped in 
significantly improving the management style in the state agencies with a move from distributed to 
centralized, monitored and controlled operations. 
On 28 October 2015, the Prime Minister approved the CPS model. This means the process change was 
legitimized and approved. This is an important achievement because the model not was applicable not 
only in Ceta, but also possible for all provinces across the country with similar administrative structures, 
political system, and services. In the end of the day, it could affect more than 90 million people. In this 
sense, it caused a “revolution’ for using an IT project as a tool for administrative reform. Part of the 
success can be explained that the model combines both business and IT perspectives with the 
organization’s management structure. It changed the administrative procedures and services 
completely as stated by CIO: “the EA project is an unprecedented project in the sense that it helped 
[Ceta] to successfully reform [their administrative] procedures and the way to provide [public] services. 
The product of the project was approved by the Premier Minister, which rarely happens”.  
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Starting EA 
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Figure 3. The timeline of the project and the stage of institutionalization 
Figure 3 summarizes the EA project activities, and maps them with the stages of institutionalization 
during the organizational change. Four mains stages appear in the Ceta’s EA project; innovation, 
theorization, diffusion, and institutionalization. Deinstitutionalization stage is missing because a 
certain structure need to be in use for a period-of-time before being deinstitutionalized. Next we will 
discuss these in details. 
Discussion 
In this section, we will discuss the process of organizational change through the EA project and examine 
how those change activities are influenced by different institutional factors. We exclude the analysis of 
the model to future research because of space limitations. 
Institutional Pressures and Organizational Change through EA Project 
As discussed earlier, formal regulations and policies were not driving the change as the governmental 
instructions urged for improvements, not giving details how to do those. For example, Ceta chose EA as 
an approach to assist organizational reform. This was because at the time (September 2012), there was 
no laws or policies related to EA or its implementation. However, some indirect policies indicated that 
the state agencies need encouragement for using IT applications in their operations and businesses in 
order to increase effectiveness, efficiency and transparency. In addition to this, the central government 
had a master plan on IT applications which set objective for the future. As a result, many local 
governments proposed new IT projects in response to those policies. Yet they tended to mimic other 
and adopt similar approaches when they proposed the projects (c.f. Scott, 2005). For example, most 
local governments used traditional IT approaches such as purchasing individual software for managing 
electronic documents, upgrading a web-portal or digitalizing services. There they focused on IT rather 
considering business perspective. Some chose EA approach with a focus on both business and 
technology to reform their services and procedures similarly to Ceta. All these endeavors can be seen as 
responses to the master plan from the central governments, as their ultimate aim was to secure 
resources.  
The decisions in Ceta were the results of regulative pressures from formal and informal regulations and 
policies portrayed in the master plan (c.f. Powell & DiMaggio, 1991). In particular, those policies 
influenced and drove the changes and choosing EA as an approach to reform administrative procedures 
and business services. Important decision makers are senior managers, who acted locally as forms of 
regulative pressures. That is, they played an important role in choosing the scope of project (e.g., 
covering both business and technology), selecting departments for the first CPS models of services and 
the way in which they reformed services procedures. Local leaders in departments enforced their 
employees to adopt the new approach. These insights evidently indicates the importance of the top 
managers in the process of change. This parallels with literature on the context of IT adoption and top 
management commitment, support and participation on the project (Zheng et al., 2013;  Teo & Pian, 
2003; Yoon & George, 2013;  Krell et al., 2009; Liang et al., 2007). 
 
The model caused changes in the organizations’ cultures and values as cognitive-culture pressures were 
strong. They drew especially after Ceta used new model for their services successfully in 2013 and 
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expanded it in 2014 (Table 2). This resulted in several kinds of changes. First, the image of the Ceta 
changed and got diffused especially within the departments that had deployed CPS. With the slogan 
“services provider with highest citizen satisfaction”, the customers got only one access point and one 
slot so that the inconveniences with poor quality services or practical arrangements diminished. A  
report stated that “… more than 98% of citizen and enterprises are satisfied with the services provided 
at CPS… ”. However, this change also generated challenges for employees applying CPS. First, especially 
elder people perceived it difficult to adapt and move to another sections or departments, or were afraid 
of losing their job. This was a great change because previously the government jobs were seen stable in 
comparison to private sector with regular job rotation. Second, they had to replace earlier “ask-given 
approach” where employees have high power, ‘lucrative benefits’ and chances to do illegal things, by 
new approach “be ready to serve approach” where everything is transparent and control with 
professionals relationship between civil servants. This increased the resistance to change and caused 
some employees to feel uncomfortable with CPS. As voiced by a civil servant, “new model forced civil 
servants to work with more responsibility and transparency. Some felt they became less important 
for the organization. They have always wanted to compete with others in not only within CPS but also 
other CPS”. In this case, the department leader had the responsibility to solve staff reductions and 
project objective problems. 
Normative pressures, normally originating from other professionals organizations, initiated changes 
through the EA project. For example, consultants and professional associations (e.g., CIO committee, 
IT association) encouraged to choose the certain model, and modified it in accordance with Ceta’s 
characteristics. As enterprise architect stated, “we went to business trips to several places before we 
proposed the CPS model. We chose advance features from Singapore [electronic government] and 
Guangxi [a province of China], and then modified those features to fit with [our] environment, social 
and political context”. These professional communities played an important role on how new 
approaches or proposals are approved by the organization, and how they become legitimated. This 
influence was due to professional groups constantly interacting with the organizations. The professional 
groups also helped the organization to increase compliance with (pragmatic) standards, activities, and 
behaviours by training, granting or obtaining certificates, 0r organizing seminars or press conferences 
at Ceta. These provided means for the EA project so that their reputation and credibility increased, their 
activities were taken for granted and spread to others (c.f. Tolbert & Zucker, 1996). Moreover, technical 
people [at Company X] had the power of choosing the technology for software that was needed in CPS 
model – Ceta had chosen the company with well-known platform. This is in line with literature that IT 
professionals play a significant role in legitimating change (Greenwood et al., 2002). However, in Ceta, 
the technology seemed not to be playing an important role in organizational change as the EA project 
focused more on business perspectives. 
EA Institutionalization Process and Organizational Change 
Previous section discussed the isomorphic change, that is, organizations mimicking others or their 
structures, procedures, and approaches through cognitive-culture and normative pressures. Next, we 
will focus on non-isomorphic change, which is the process of change in organization through EA project 
activities and its relations with stakeholders. 
How the organization started to change under the EA project 
The change can start by social upheaval, technology change, market forces, or legislation change 
(Tolbert & Zucker, 1996; Greenwood et al., 2002). Although those factors seemed not to appear in Ceta, 
they however appeared in some forms of legislation. First, the legislation related factors may influence 
the organization when deciding to choose the EA as an approach for reform administrative procedures 
and services. This was the case in Ceta where the project proposal referred to two legislations; master 
program and master plan. However, these documents did not make any statements that the 
organizations have to use EA – as discussed earlier. Second, market force seemed not to be a source of 
the change at first phase. However, later, when Ceta was referred to as an example of successful CPS 
implementation, Ceta was constantly referred: “[…] the objectives is that Ceta becomes the leading local 
government  [top 10] in using and development IT application in operation […]”. This quotation refers 
to one of the most prominent indexes in Vietnam (e.g., Vietnam ICT index), providing measures of the 
ICT application use in the state agencies (e.g., local governments, ministries and equivalent agencies) 
and state-own enterprises. Table 3 shows how Ceta has developed from 2012 to 2015 in terms of VN 
ICT index. Below-average region has become above-average region.  
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 2012 (project start) 2015 (project finish) 
Ceta Local government  
standing 10th 
Ceta Local government  
standing 10th 
VN ICT index 14th 10th 8th 10th 
Table 3. The ranking of Ceta in VN ICT index in 2012 and 2015 
Third, there is a strong evidence that senior managers and leaders play important roles as forms of 
regulative pressures driving and influencing organizational change as being the sources of innovations 
at innovation stage in the institutionalization process.  
The diffusion and institutionalization stage under EA project 
The diffusion of new institutions started with new structures that was legitimized at Ceta (from local 
scope to broader). 457 services in 5 CPS were legitimized in June2013, and 15 CPS and 965 services in 
operation in March 2014 (see Table 2 earlier). This indicates that the new model is more advanced in 
comparison to old one. This was confirmed as more than 98% of citizens and enterprises were more 
satisfied with the services in CPS, and service times were reduced significantly. This also shows that 
successful theorization solves exactly those problems that previous model faced. In Ceta this was done 
successfully. This finding is supported by Greenwood et al. (2002:60) as, “diffusion occurs only if new 
ideas are compellingly presented as more appropriate than existing practices”.  
Institutionalization started when CPS was recognized by the central government. This became 
significant as CPS model not only impacted millions of people directly and indirectly in Ceta, but it may 
be applied in other local governments, perhaps even in the countries. This indicates that the EA project 
not only had an impact to a certain organization, but also indirectly influenced the whole nation. 
 
Legislations
(regulative pressure)
Competition
(ICT index as Market force)
Senior managers
(as regulative pressure)
Organization reform through EA project 
activities
(institutionalization process)
Influence of professionals and existing practices 
(normative pressure)
Stakeholders
(cognitive pressure)
 
 Figure 4. Factors influence organizational change through EA project  
Aggregating all these insight together provides understanding about the organizational change process 
in Ceta. Figure 4 illustrates the overview of the changes in the organization utilizing the EA project, and 
institutional factors influencing the institutionalization process. First, ranking of IT application use in 
the state agencies (e.g., the nation-wide ICT index) acts as a market force. This drove the senior 
managers’ decision to improve the current situation in Ceta (e.g., their administrative structures and 
services). They set a project as a means to improve Ceta’s ranking. Second, legislation related to the use 
of information systems as a means of reforming administrative procedures and organization operations 
influenced the senior managers to choose the EA approach as the project. These factors; competition 
and legislation, can be categorized as external pressures and the sources of innovation in the 
institutionalization process (Figure 3). Third, senior managers act internally as regulative pressure 
forcing the organization to change and setting the directions of change. Moreover, the interplay between 
senior managers and different stakeholders creates cognitive-culture pressure, and influences the 
project activities and the stakeholders’ behavior, helping or hindering the change. Finally, professional 
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groups, as normative pressure, influence the stakeholders and senior manager and their activities and 
behaviors, and indirectly impacts on the change. They also influence the change directly through the 
memberships of professional groups participating in the project or selecting the technologies for the 
operations, in this case for CPS.  
Conclusions 
This study analyzes the relation between the EA project and organizational change initiative through 
the analysis of external and internal pressures on the project activities. We provide understanding about 
how the project activities influence the organization change and, on the contrary, how institutional 
factors influence the changes through the EA project. For example, we analyzed the process of 
establishing, diffusing and institutionalizing a new service model (CPS) in Ceta, and how it becomes 
legitimated and diffused from local government to the central government. Despite utilizing qualitative 
research approach with insights only from one case, this study is one step in understanding how new 
ideas become taken-for-granted during the process of institutionalization. We contribute to research by 
providing in-depth understanding and insights of how the institutional factors impact the 
organizational change through EA. In particular, we provide insight into how internal and external 
pressures influence organizational changes and their stages, including innovation, theorization, 
diffusion, and institutionalization. We also provide understanding on how organizational structures are 
shaped, diffused, and institutionalized in an organization. This study thus extends the literature on 
institutionalization, especially focusing on micro level and its processes (Mignerat & Rivard, 2009; 
Weiss et al., 2013) since previous studies have mainly focused on institutionalization of technology 
innovation (Swanson & Ramiller, 1997; Avgerou, 2000), challenges in institutionalizations (Iyamu, 
2009), and institutional factors related to effectiveness on the institutionalization in relation to 
effectiveness (Aier & Weiss, 2012; Weiss et al., 2013).  
We also contribute to practice by providing a holistic view on the factors that may influence the changes 
in organizations. This also stresses the importance of the leaders, ranging from senior managers to local 
leaders in the departments, and especially their role in solving the problems of the stakeholders with 
negative attitudes. The leaders also play an important role in how the institutionalization stages impact 
on organizational culture and values. Our study shows how professional groups interact with senior 
managers and their decision-making, affecting, if not even steering, the direction of change, for example 
through technology selection. 
A single case study could lead to bias even the research protocol was carefully designed. This obviously 
urges for more research in broader set of cases: in different countries, cultures, and contexts. For 
example, future research can utilize our findings in analyzing and comparing them to countries where 
EA is mandatory – such as Finland or U.S. From this perspective, our model in Figure 4 can be a starting 
point of broader set of qualitative studies or a basis for theoretical model used in quantitative research. 
Future research can also focus on different angles (e.g., sectional changes, sub-section), stakeholders’ 
roles and behaviors in institutionalization stages by involving to longitudinal case study. 
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